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SUMMARY

In the Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, the
Federal Communications Commission identified reduced operator
services provider ("OSP") rates and increased competition as
major goals of billed party preference ("BPP"). California
Payphone Association ("CPA") believes, and will seek to show
through these reply comments, that a reasonable system of price
cap regulation would provide a far less costly and more practical
means of achieving both these goals. CPA offers California's
experience as evidence that rate caps can work simply and
effectively to curb abusive pricing.

CPA believes that BPP would impair competition in the
provision of operator services by emphasizing big-budget image
creation over the provision of efficient services at the
operational level. BPP would favor the handful of carriers whose
names are household words, fostering an oligopoly of those few
OSPs that can afford massive budgets for nationwide advertising.

A reasonable system of price cap regulation can provide
an appropriate balance between the needs of consumers and those
of the OSP and payphone industries, providing a means to prevent
exorbitant charges without eliminating those small and mid-sized
0OSPs that are seeking to compete fairly. The Commission should

adopt a rate cap approach as an alternative to BPP.
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REPLY COMMENTS OF
CALIFORNTA PAYPHONE ASSOCIATION

California Payphone Association ("CPA") hereby submits
its reply comments in the above-captioned proceeding, in
accordance with the procedural schedule established by the
Federal Communications Commission ("Commission") in the Further
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking ("Further Notice") released June 6,
1994, as amended by Orders DA-703 adopted June 24, 1994, and DA
94-901 adopted August 17, 1994. The primary purpose of these
reply comments is to contribute CPA's views, based on experience
in the cCalifornia market, with respect to the relative merits and
costs of a system of billed party preference ("BPP") as compared
with a system of price cap regulation as a means of addressing
the problem of abusive charging for payphone-based calling by
some operator service providers ("OSPs").

II. INTRODUCTION

Although CPA did not file opening comments in this
proceeding, its review of various parties' comments has persuaded
CPA that the discussion to date of price cap regulation as an
alternative to BPP may seriously mislead the Commission. CPA
believes that it may be helpful to the Commission, in its
consideration of BPP, for CPA to describe the experience of
California with a regime of price cap regulation of operator
services that has been both practical and effective in curbing
abusive pricing while not interfering unduly with the marketplace

choices of 0SPs, payphone providers, or end users.
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In the Further Notice, the Commission identified
reduced OSP rates and increased competition as major goals of
BPP. Further Notice, at 2-3. CPA believes, and will seek to
show, that a reasonable system of price cap regulation would
provide a far less costly and more practical means of achieving
both these goals.

Contrary to those supporters of BPP who consider rate
caps either unenforceable or burdensome, CPA respectfully offers
the experience of independent payphone providers ("IPPs") in
California operating under a regulatory program that has already
proven successful in curtailing excessive OSP pricing while not
imposing severe burdens either on legitimate OSPs or on the
regulatory agency itself.

Several parties have taken the position that BPP will
harm competition. See, e.g., Teltrust, Inc. ("Teltrust")
Comments, at 6-10; Teleport Communications Group ("TCG")
Comments, at 8-11; American Public Communications Council
("APCC") Comments, at 12-15. CPA shares this concern, believing
that BPP will impair competition in the provision of operator
services by emphasizing big-budget image creation over the
provision of efficient services at the operational level. BPP
will favor the handful of carriers whose names are household
words, fostering an oligopoly of those few OSPs that can afford
massive budgets for nationwide advertising.

A reasonable system of price cap regulation can provide

an appropriate balance between the needs of consumers and those
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of the OSP and payphone industries, providing a means to prevent
exorbitant charges without eliminating those small and mid-sized
OSPs that are seeking to compete fairly. California's experience
is evidence that rate caps can work simply and effectively to
curb abusive pricing. The Commission should adopt a rate cap

approach as an alternative to BPP.

I1. DISCUSSION

A, There Is General Agreement That OSP Overcharging
From Payphones Is a Persistent Problem That Requires
Attention at the National level.

The opening comments of nearly all the parties (whether
favoring or opposing BPP) acknowledge that the present system of
IEC presubscription for public phones has negatively affected
consumer confidence in the telecommunications industry and that
this problem requires some regulatory response at the national
level. See, e.g., Pacific Bell and Nevada Bell ("Pacific")
Comments, at 8; APCC Comments, at 30; MCI Communications Corp.
("MCI") comments, at 2. CPA, whose members include more than 230
independent payphone providers in the State of California, agrees
with this assessment, but respectfully urges the Commission to
conclude that a reasonable system of price cap regulation would
provide a more efficient and direct (and therefore preferable)
means of reducing OSP rates than any of the very costly proposals
for implementing BPP. CPA further submits that, contrary to the
comments of MCI and Sprint, interexchange carriers ("IECs") which

stand to receive the greatest financial benefit from BPP, rate
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regulation will be less harmful to overall competition than the

adoption of BPP.

B. Many Parties, Including Supporters of BPP, Have
Recognized That Rate Caps Offer a Viable and Less
Costly Alternative for Curbing OSP Overcharging.

Many parties have expressed support for rate caps as
the preferred method for rectifying the problems BPP has been
intended to address. See, e.g., Teltrust Comments, at 13-16; TCG
Comments, at 2; United States Long Distance, Inc. ("USLD")
Comments, at 15-17; APCC Comments, at 30-32; Pennsylvania Public
Utilities Commission ("PaPUC") Reply Comments, at 10-11. Aside
from certain IECs, which look forward to the greatest financial
benefit from BPP, and some local exchange carriers ("LECs"),
whose support of BPP is conditioned upon assurances of guaranteed
cost recovery (see, e.q., Pacific Comments, at 9), most parties
remain unconvinced that the radical step of implementing BPP
would be worth the costs. Not only do OSPs and IPPs support the
imposition of rate caps, but several state public utilities
commissions also see the merits of rate caps for controlling
overcharging by OSPs. See, e.g., PaPUC Reply Comments, at 10-
11. Even Pacific, while supporting BPP, recognizes that rate
caps would adequately address some of the major problems that BPP
is intended to resolve. Pacific Comments, at 8-9.

Not surprisingly, Teltrust and USLD, both 0OSPs, and
APCC, a national association representing independent payphone

providers, oppose BPP. It is significant, however, that these
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parties are willing to address the problem of OSP overcharging
directly, through a fair system of rate regulation.

USLD describes the measures taken by many states to
rein in those 0SPs that have charged excessive or unreasonably
high rates. USLD Comments, at 16. USLD notes that:

Thirty-four states currently impose some form of rate

restriction upon the provision of intrastate operator

services. These measures have involved rulemakings in
which operator service providers and consumer advocacy
groups have presented testimony regarding costs
structures and consumer thresholds.
Id. Teltrust similarly embraces the establishment of "a fair
rate ceiling and an enforcement mechanism with teeth." Teltrust
Comments, at 14.

Like Teltrust and USLD, APCC would prefer to have the
Commission address its concerns about excessive OSP rates
directly, rather than through the complex structure of BPP.
According to APCC:

At bottom, the issue that underlies this proceeding is

consumer concern about operator service rates. . . .

Therefore, it is appropriate to address the issue of

operator service rates directly, rather than resorting

to the costly and highly intrusive apparatus of BPP.

The Commission should set reasonable "benchmarks" for

operator service rates . . .

APCC Comments, at 30.

Although the LECs are not unanimous either in
supporting or opposing BPP, most LECs acknowledge that there are
viable alternatives to solve many, if not all, the problems meant
to be resolved by BPP. For instance, the smaller LECs oppose BPP
and urge the Commission to "concentrate on the real culprits

creating this problem: the IXC operator service providers that
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charge excessive rates and the premise owners of public phones
that prey upon captive customer callers." National Telephone
Cooperative Association ("NTCA") Comments, at 6-7. NTCA believes
that the consumer would receive benefits equivalent to those
promised under BPP through educational efforts, and at a fraction
of the cost of implementing BPP. Id. at 7.

Nor can the larger LECs ignore the logic of looking to
a rate cap approach. Pacific, for example, states:

One alternative to a billed party preference system,

therefore, is to prevent rate gouging, so that

consumers will be able to use operator-assisted calling

without fear. Putting some sort of rate cap on 0OSPs,

while instituting an 0+ pub[l]ic domain-type system,

may solve some of the problems BPP is attempting to
rectify.

Pacific Comments, at 9 (emphasis added).

C. The Reasons That Have Been Given for Rejecting a
Price Cap Alternative Do Not Survive Scrutinv.

The National Association of Consumer Advocates
("NASUCA") admits that rate regulation is theoretically possible
as a remedy for OSP overcharging, but then rejects this
alternative in part on the basis that reasonable rate regulation
is unenforceable and in part because it believes that determining
a pricing policy is too difficult. NASUCA Comments, at 4-5.
These are the primary contentions that have been offered in
opposition to a price cap alternative to BPP. They do not hold
up under scrutiny.

NASUCA offers no relevant factual support for either of

these contentions, but rather only a series of conjectures based
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on vague references to unnamed "[s]tates with experience in
attempting to regulate prices of 0SPs." Id. at 4. The
experience with price cap regulation of OSPs in California, with
which CPA is well acquainted, suggests a contrary set of
conclusions.

In their opening comments, both APCC and Teltrust point
to California's experience as an example of a successfully
enforced rate regulation program. APCC Comments, at 31; Teltrust
Comments, at 15. CPA can confirm the validity of this example.

The California program, referred to as the Customer
Owned Pay Telephone ("COPT") Enforcement Program, evolved from a
1990 decision by the California Public Utilities Commission
("CPUC") approving, with exceptions not relevant here, an
industry-wide settlement of a broad investigation of issues
relating to COPT services. That decision retained and made more
stringent a pre-existing system of price caps applicable to sent-
paid and non-sent-paid calling from COPT stations, while
establishing a new set of procedures to enforce the price cap
regime. CPUC Decision 90-06-018, Appendix A, at 22-26, 43-45,
72-73. The details of those procedures were set for further
elaboration through a workshop process. CPUC Decision 90-06-
018, at 20-21, 31, 36 CPUC 2d 446, 456, 461 (1990). The
participants, including CPUC staff, LEC and COPT industry
representatives, and consumer advocacy groups, were instructed to

prepare a report on the results of the workshop. Id. at 31

(Ordering Paragraph 2), 36 CPUC 2d, at 4e61l.
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After three years' work and experience, the CPUC's
Commission Advisory & Compliance Division staff completed and
released the Workshop Report on COPT Service, dated December 21,
1993 ("Workshop Report"). As the report described, the workshop
developed a self-enforcement program whereby COPT providers
voluntarily opted to take an active role in improving the quality
of services offered to the public and enforcing various consumer
safeguards, including the system of CPUC-mandated rate caps. The
result, at least in the area of rate cap enforcement, was a
clearly demonstrated success.

Contrary to NASUCA's charge that enforcement presents a
"potentially insurmountable obstacle to meaningful price
regulation" (NASUCA Comments, at 5), the Workshop Report shows
that voluntary industry self-enforcement can be effective in
policing OSP overcharging. The Workshop Report illustrates that
charging above tariff rates for toll calls is no longer a common
occurrence for OSPs providing service from payphones in
California. The Workshop Report shows that for each three-month
period covered by the report, from the third quarter of 1992
through the third quarter of 1993, the percentage of COPT-
originated intrastate toll calls that involved overcharging never
exceeded 3.3% of such calls. The average percentage of
overcharged toll calls for the entire period covered by the
Workshop Report was 2.4%. Overcharging for toll calls from

payphones is no longer a problem in California precisely because
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an effective system of rate requlation has been instituted that
is enforced by the industry and supervised by regulatory staff.

The administrative burdens involved in supervising the
enforcement effort in California are slight. CPUC staff
involvement in the enforcement program, which includes oversight
by a mid-level supervisory staff member, is minimal but provides
essential authority for implementing the enforcement effort.
CPA, the COPT providers' own industry association, carries the
brunt of responsibility for periodic inspection and testing of
COPT stations for compliance with a broad range of consumer
safeguards, including the CPUC-mandated rate caps. The cost of
this enforcement effort is funded through an element of the LECs'
monthly line charges for COPT exchange access.

California's LECs also play an active role in enforcing
the rate caps on OSP charges from payphones. As part of its
obligations under the 1990 COPT settlement, Pacific Bell
implemented a scanning and rejection program whereby OSP call
records submitted to Pacific for billing are scanned for charges
that exceed the rate caps. Any call record that shows a
violation of the rate caps is rejected and must be corrected by
the OSP prior to resubmission (which may not be practical due to
the CPUC-established 1limit on backbilling of calls). The
technology for scanning and rejection by LECs and other billing
agents is widely available and provides an efficient means of

enforcing rate regulation on a national level.
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As for NASUCA's concern that developing an appropriate
pricing policy would be too difficult, the Commission can draw
from the experience of the thirty-four states that impose rate
restrictions, as noted by USLD. USLD Comments, at 16. CPA
suggests that the Commission could once again look to the
California example for prior experience on this issue.

In california, the CPUC originally (in 1985) set the
ceiling rates for COPT-originated toll calls (both 1+ and 0+) at
the rates of the dominant carrier (the LEC for intralATA and AT&T
for interLATA) plus a slight premium of ten cents per call. As
part of the 1990 settlement decision, the ten-cent premium on
intralATA 0+ calls was replaced by a 25-cent set use fee
authorized for both COPT providers and LECs alike. CPUC Decision
90-05-018, at 30, 36 CPUC 2d, at 461l.

As the interLATA market has grown more competitive and
AT&T has been allowed greater rate flexibility, this system has
become problematic, both because AT&T is uncomfortable in the
role of "official price leader," and because frequent rate
changes impose substantial reprogramming costs on COPT providers
and 0SPs while placing them at risk of being found out of
compliance with the changing rate caps. In a pending draft
decision, the CPUC has proposed to limit the obligation of COPT
providers and their 0SPs to match AT&T's rate reductions to a
once-annual adjustment in January of each year. See draft
decision released for comment July 20, 1994, in CPUC

Investigation 87-11-033, at 332 (Ordering Paragraph 32).
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CPA respectfully suggests a modified version of the
California formula for application to non-sent-paid calls in the
interstate jurisdiction. CPA urges the Commission to develop,
through a rulemaking procedure, an appropriate margin to be added
to an average of the ceiling rates for the standard categories of
non-sent-paid calls as provided for in the currently effective
tariffs of the three or four predominant carriers. As envisioned
by the pending CPUC decision, the ceiling rates so calculated
should only be adjusted on an annual basis, so as to avoid
requiring COPT providers and their OSPs to adjust rates to track
every fluctuation in any of the predominant carriers' rates.

The CPUC chose its ten-cent premium allowance as a
margin that would allow COPT providers a revenue margin that
would not cause confusion or exploitation of customers. CPUC
Decision 85-11-057, 19 CPUC 2d 218, 264-265 (1985). With
respect to interstate calls in what is today a very lightly
regulated market, a somewhat greater margin of 25 or 50 cents per
call may be appropriate. Whatever the determination, however, it
can be a fairly simple judgment call based on the proposals and
showings of the diverse interested parties, a far easier matter

than the implementation of BPP.
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D. Contrary to the IECs' Claim That BPP Will Enhance
Competition, CPA Agrees With Those Parties Who Fear
That BPP Will Impair Competition by Eliminating an
Entire Class of OSPs.

There are two very distinct and opposing views about
whether BPP will aid or harm competition. A few large IECs
support BPP as a way to increase or improve their competitive
position in the operator services market. For example, MCI

states:

. . BPP would finally make possible effective
competition in the operator service market segment.
Currently AT&T enjoys unwarranted advantage in the
operator services market because of the remaining
vestiges of its monopoly.
MCI Comments, at 2. In direct opposition to that view, the small
and mid-sized OSPs and their allies feel extremely threatened by
the proposed implementation of BPP. For a variety of reasons,
TCG opines,
the Commission's BPP proposal will have an entirely
negative impact on local competitors and on the
development of local competition. TCG sees absolutely
no benefits to local competitors from BPP.
TCG Comments, at 10; see also Teltrust Comments, at 14; USLD
Comments, at 11-15; APCC Comments, at 12-21.
CPA can best explain the discrepancy between the large
IECs and the smaller competitors by noting that the competitive
position of MCI and Sprint would improve dramatically if BPP
allowed them inroads upon both AT&T's and the smaller OSPs'

current shares of the interLATA payphone calling market. The

smaller companies, in particular, will find it virtually
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impossible to compete with the likes of MCI and Sprint for name
recognition among end users.

Imposition of BPP would necessarily shift the incidence
of competition away from the point of contact between the OSP and
the payphone provider to the struggle for the loyalty of the end
user. While there may be some attraction to the idea of
respecting the end user's choice, it must be recognized that the
range of choices available to most end users will be limited to
those OSPs able to support a massive, nationwide advertising
campaign sufficient to achieve "name recognition" by a sizable
fraction of the population. Most 0OSPs, regardless of whether the
quality of their services is high or low and regardless of
whether they charge competitive or exorbitant rates, will be
unable to compete in the national advertising markets, and so
will be driven out of business. Far from enhancing competition,
BPP would eliminate the mid-level and small OSPs, leaving a
limited oligopoly consisting of a handful of IECs with sufficient
resources to conduct massive advertising campaigns. This would
be a perverse result of a program intended to enhance competition
among providers of operator services.

In stark contrast toc BPP, rate cap regulation would
eliminate only those unqualified OSPs which either gouge the
public intentionally or are so poorly managed that they cannot
offer services in an efficient manner. While BPP would drive out
of business all 0SPs except the handful able to develop

nationwide name recognition through massive promotional efforts,
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rate cap regulation would reward those OSPs able to compete
efficiently and would provide consumers an attractive range of

choices among operator service providers.

ITI. CONCILUSION

The parties universally agree that the main reason for
imposing BPP would be to curtail the practice of 0OSP
overcharging. But BPP is an idea whose time has come and gone.
Rate regulation is a viable alternative to BPP that could be
implemented almost immediately at a fraction of the cost of BPP,
is enforceable and is desirable from the perspective of retaining
a market niche for the rule-abiding smaller OSPs. CPA
therefore respectfully urges the Commission to adopt the
recommendations submitted herein. Specifically, CPA urges that
the Commission abandon further consideration of BPP and instead
pursue the less costly and far more promising alternative of
reasonable rate cap regulation.

Respectfully submitted,

GRAHAM & JAMES

>4¢%j;é /(/
Maytin A. Matte
Sdzanne E. Curti
One Maritime Plaza, Suite 300

San Francisco, CA 94111
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September 14, 19294
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180 east Broad Street
Columbus, OH 43266

Stanley F. Bates

Assistant Director

Arizona Department of Corrections
1601 West Jefferson Street
Phoenix, AZ 85007-3003

Colieen M. Dale

Attorney for the Missouri
Public Service Commission

301 West High Street

Jefferson City, MO 65102

Pamela J. Brandon

Division Administrator

Wisconsin Department of Corrections
P.O. Box 7925

Madison, Wl 53707

Brian J. Kinsella

Thomas F. Youngblood

Amaerican Hotel & Motel Association
1201 New York Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20005-3931

Debra L. Lagapa

Levine Lagapa & Block

Attorneys for MasterCard, Inc.
and VISAU.S.A,, Inc.

1200 19th Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20006

Gail L. Polivy

GTE Service Corporation

1850 M Street, N.W., Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20036

Randall S. Coleman

Lawrence E. Sarjeant

US West Communications, Inc.
1020 19th Street, N.W., Suite 700
Washington, DC 20036

Patrick A. Lee

William J. Balcerski

120 Bloomingdale Road
White Plains, NY 10605

Mary J. Sisak

Donald J. Elardo

MCI Telecommunications Corp.
1801 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W,
Washington, DC 20006

Cheryl L. Parrino, Chairman

Public Service Commission of Wisconsin
4802 Sheboygan Avenue

P.O. Box 7854

Madison, WI 3707

O. Lane McCotter

Executive Director

Utah Department of Corrections
6100 South 300 East

Murray, UT 84107

Debra W. Schiro/William E. Wyrough, Jr.
Florida Public Service Commission

1010 East Gaines Street

Tallahassee, FL 32399-0861

Ellen M. Averett, Veronica A. Smith

John F. Povilaitis

Counsel for the Pennsylvania
Public Utility Commission

P.O. Box 3265

G-28,No. Office Building

Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265

Marta Greytok, Robert W. Gee

Karl R. Rabago

Public Utility Commission of Texas
7800 Shoal Creek Boulevard, Suite 400N
Austin, TX 78757

Lisa M, 2aina, General Counsel
Organization for the Protection &

Advancement of Small Telephone Companies

2000 K Street, N.\W., Suite 205
Washington, DC 20006



Catherine R. Sloan

Vice President, Federal Affairs
LDDS Communications, Inc.
1825 | Street, N.W., Suite 400
Washington, DC 20006

Douglas E. Neel

Vice President, Regulatory Affairs
MessagePhone, Inc.

5910 N. Central Expressway, Suite 1575
Dallas, TX 75206

Greg Casey

Jane A. Fisher

International Telecharge, Inc.
6707 Democracy Boulevard
Bethesda, MD 20817

lan D. Volner

Cohn & Marks

Counsel for Airports Assn. Counsel
International, North America

1333 New Hampshire Avenue, N.W., Suite 600

Washington, DC 20036

John A. Ligon

Comtel Computer Corp.
128 Mount Hebron Avenue
P.O. Box 880

Upper Montclair, NJ 07043

Douglas N. Owens
Northwest Pay Phone Assn.
4705 16th Street, N.E,
Seattle, WA 98105

Walter Steimel, Jr.

Attorney for Pilgrim Telephone, Inc.
Fish & Richardson

601 13th Street, N.W., Fifth Floor N.
Washington, DC 20005

Robert N. Broadbent, Director
Department of Aviation
McCarran International Airport
P.O. Box 11005

Las Vegas, NV 89111

Robert C. White, Executive Director
Airport Authority of Washoe County
Reno Cannon Industrial Airport
Reno Stead Airport, Box 12490
Reno, NV 89510

W. Audie Long

Kenneth F. Melley, Jr.
Alan W. Saltzman

U.S. Long Distance, Inc.
9311 San Pedro, Suite 300
San Antonio, TX 78216
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Danny E. Adams/Jane A. Fisher
Richard E. Wiley

Wilay, Rein & Fielding

1776 K Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20006

Martin T. McCue

United States Telephone Association
900 19th Street, N.W., Suite 800
Washington, DC 20006-2105

American Telemanagement, Inc.
525 N. Lindenwood
Olathe, KS 66062

Alan J. Thiemann

Taylor, Thismann & Aitken

Attorney for the National Association
of Convenience Stores

908 King Street, Suite 300

Alexandria, VA 22314

Randolph J. May/Elizabeth C. Buckingham
David Gross

Sutherland, Asbill & Brennan

1275 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20004-2404

Charles P. Miller, General Counsel
Value-AddedCommunications Inc.
1901 South Meyers Road, Suite 530
Oakbrook Terrace, IL 60181

John W. Priest

Chairman & Chief Executive
ComCentral Corporation
2150 Whitfield Industrial Way
Sarasota, FL 34243-4046

Vernell Sturns, Executive Director
Dallas/Fort Worth International Airport
East Airfield Drive

P.O. Drawer DFW

Dallas/Ft. Worth Airport, TX 75261

Jerry L. McMichael, A.A.E.
Memphis-Shelby County Airport Authority
Memphis International Airport

P.O. Box 30168

Memphis, TN 38130-0168

W. Dewey Clower/Howard Menaker

National Association of Truck Stop
Operators

1199 North Fairfax Street, Suite 801

Alexandria, VA 22314

John F. Dodd, Brad I. Pierson
Smith, Gill, Fisher & Butts
One Kansas City Place

1200 Main Street, 35th Floor
Kansas City, MO 64105-2152

Douglas F. Brent

Advanced Telecommunications Corporation
AmeriCall Systems, Inc.

10000 Shelbyville Road

Louisville, KY 40223

Barney C. Parrella, Senior VP
Economics & International Affairs
Airports Association COuncil
International, North America
1220 19th Street, N.W., Suite 200
Washington, DC 20036

William M. Barvick
Midwaest Independent Coin
Payphone Association
231 Madison Street
Jefferson City, MO 65101

Josephine S. Trubek

Greg S. Sayre

Rochester Telephone Corporation
180 South Clinton Avenue
Rochester, NY 14648

Ellyn Elise Crutcher

Counsel for the Consolidated Companies
121 S. 17th Street

Mattoon, IL 61938

Krys T. Bart

Assistant Director

City of Fresno

Airports Administration
2401 N. Ashley Way
Fresno, CA 93727-1504

John W. Priest

Chairman & Chief Executive Officer
The Teltronics Group

2150 Whitfield Industrial Way
Sarasota, FL 32243-4046

George A. Christenberry, Jr.

Deputy Commissioner

Department of Administrative Services
Telecommunications Division

200 Piedmont Avenue, Suite 1402, West Tower
Atlanta, GA 30334-5540

Steve Schude

President

Advanced Payphone Systems, inc.
535 W. Iron Avenuse, Suite 122
Mesa, AZ 85210



Randall B. Lowe

Sherry F. Bellamy

Jones, Day, Reavis & Pogue
1450 G Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20005-2088

James B. Curtain

Southern New England Telephone Company
227 Church Street, Fourth Floor

New Haven, CT 06506

Amy S. Gross

NYCOM Information Services, Inc.;
American Network

5 High Ridge Park

Stamford, CT 06905

Hugh J. Macbeth, Manager

Telecommunications, Greater Orlando
Aviation Authority

One Airport Boulevard

Orlando, FL 32827-4399

David J. Sauer, Vice President
Administrative Services

The Catholic Health Association

4455 Woodson Road

St. Louis, MO 63134-3797

H. William Orr, President

Alternate Communications
Technology, Inc.

8802 North Meridian Street, Suite 103

Indianapolis, IN 46260

International Transcription Service
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20554
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Andrew Lipman/Russell Blau
Jean L. Kiddoo/Ann P. Morton
Swidler & Berlin, Chtd.

3000 K Street, N.W., Suite 300
Washington, DC 20007

Eileen E. Huggard
New York City Department
of Telecommunications
75 Park Place, Sixth Floor
New York, NY 10007

Judith St. Ledger-Roty

Robert J. Aamoth/Lynn E. Shapiro
Reed, Smith, Shaw & McClay
1200 18th Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036

Mitchell F. Brecher

Donelan Cleary Wood & Maser, P.C.

1275 K Street, N.W.,, Suite 850
Washington, DC 20005

J. Kirk Smith, President
Operator Service Company
1624 Tenth Street
Lubbock, TX 79401-2607

Keith J. Roland

Roland, Fogel, Koblenz & Carr
One Columbia Place

Albany, NY 12207

James D. Heflinger

LiTel Telecommunications Corporation
dba LCI International

4650 Lakehurst Court

Dublin, OH 43017

Randolph J. May, David A. Gross,
Elizabeth C. Buckingham
Sutherland, Asbill & Brennan
1275 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20004-2404

Genevieve Morelli

Competitive Telecommunications
Association

1140 Connecticut Avenue, N.W., Suite 220

Washington, DC 20036

Mark W. Kelly

Thomas W. Wilson

Polar Communications Corp.
300 Corporate Center Drive
Manalapan, NJ 07726

Charles M. Barclay, A A.E.

President

American Association of
Airport Executives

4212 King Street

Alexandria, VA 22302

Stephen G. Kraskin

U.S. intelco Networks, Inc.
2120 L. Street, N.W., Suite 300
Washington, DC 20037



